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F I L E D 
MAY 2 8 1991 
CLERK SUPREME COURT, 
UTAH 
Re: American T ie r ra Corporation et a l vs Ci ty of West Jordan, Utah 
Docket No. 900186 
Dear Mr Bu t le r : 
Pursuant to the provisions of Rule 2 4 ( j ) , Utah Rules of Appellate Procedure, by 
t h i s l e t t e r I d i rec t the Court 's a t ten t ion to i t s recent decision i n the case of 
Yearsley vs Jensen, 144 Utah Advanced Reports 9 (Utah Supreme Court, 3 October 
1990), which I be l i eve t o be a s i g n i f i c a n t and p e r t i n e n t a u t h o r i t y i n the 
d ispos i t i on of the above-ent i t led case, 
Yearsley was published fo l lowing submission of the wr i t ten b r i e f s . The Yearsley 
dec is ion, i n which the Court denied recovery to the p l a i n t i f f a t tempt ing t o 
l i t i g a t e her claim under a d i f f e ren t lega l theory than speci f ied i n the "not ice" 
of c la im, i s analogous to the case at hand: the only "not ice of c la im" arguably 
f i l e d i n beha l f of the i n s t a n t P l a i n t i f f s not on ly f a i l e d to descr ibe the 
P l a i n t i f f s ' claims some of which had not even arisen at the time of the f i l i n g 
o f the " n o t i c e " but a lso f a i l e d to i d e n t i f y the spec i f i c legal theory upon 
which the P l a i n t i f f s u l t imate ly f i l e d t h e i r l i t i g a t i o n and seek to recover 
Yearsley should be examined s imu l taneous ly w i t h the o ther a u t h o r i t i e s and 
argument found at pages 12 and 13 of the RESPONDENT'S REPLY BRIEF 
Oral argument in the case i s presently scheduled for June 11th. 
Please do not hesi tate to contact me i f you have questions i n t h i s regard. 
Sincerely yours, 
STEPHEN G-440ME 
C i t y A t to rney 
c c : Wallace R Bennett (4 cop ies ) 
